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4. Impacts of Workplace Smoke Bans on Business: Methods

Part Two demonstrates that the economic impacts of a workplace smoke ban must be assessed
within a full-cost accounting framework that includes “externalities,” or societal costs borne by
the taxpayer and the economy as a whole. The most important of these costs are clearly those
associated with the health impacts of tobacco smoke, and include both direct healih care cogts,
and indirect economic losses due to premature death and disability. Because the health impacts
of second-hand smoke are now well established, these costs cannot be ignored in any benefit-
cost analysis of the proposed legislation.

In addition, the preceding analysis demonstrates that the primary focus of a workplace smoking
ban must be on protection of those employees who are subjected to the highest rates of second-
hand tobacco smoke exposure, particularly restaurant, bar and casino workers. Evidence that
ETS levels in bars are 4 to 6 times higher than in offices and residences with smokers, and that
food-service workers have a 50% excess lung cancer risk indicates that protection of patrons is
not the only, or even primary, goal of the proposed legislation.

Indeed, the accumulation of evidence on the health impacts of ETS raises the spectre of legal
liability for both businesses and government, which bear responsibility for the health and safety
of employees at the work site. A recent British report notes: “Workers in the hospitality industry
have rights in common law, employment law, and health and safety law.” "% The report noted
that a U.K. casino croupier, backed by his union, is currently suing a casino for failing to provide
protection against the harmful effects of environmental tobacco smoke.

In Australia, there have already been dozens of highly publicized workers’ compensation cases
involving exposure to second-hand smoke. In a precedent-setting case in 1992, a jury awarded
$A85,000 to an asthmatic woman who took her employer to court arguing that her asthma had
been aggravated by the tobacco smoke she was obliged to breathe at work. In 2001, an
Australian bar worker was awarded over $A450,000 after developing throat cancer as a result of
workplace exposure to second-hand smoke. " Australian surveys show that fear of litigation has
now overtaken concern for workers’ health as the main reason for introducing smoking bans.'”’

Clearly, therefore, business decisions, too, must be based on a wider cost-benefit analysis
than sales alone, even if they do ignore externalities and social costs. It was noted in Part
One that business impacts of smoke-free legislation include changes in employee
productivity and absenteeism, maintenance and cleaning costs, cperating and safety
expenses, fire insurance premiums, customer and employee satisfaction, changes in the
customer base, and pofential litigation.

A 1996 Conference Board of Canada study accounting for some of these wider business
impacts concluded that the evidence does “not support the fear that going smoke-free
would be detrimental overall for business.”
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Nevertheless, some members of the hospitality industry have, in the past, expressed fears that a
workplace smoking ban would hurt restaurant and bar sales. This fear is considered to be the
greatest impediment to a full work place smoking ban. It is noteworthy, however, that the Center
for Hospitality Research at Cornell University's respected School of Hotel Administration has
specifically responded to such claims in the past with the following unequivocal statement:

“At the very least restaurateurs should make business decisions based on data,
not opinion. Ultimately, smoke-free legislation is likely 1o have a positive impact
on restaurant industry revenues. Our advice to other cities and municipalities is
to consider seriously similar legislation. The restaurant industry collectively may
experience higher revenues through smoke-free legislation. i

Thus, ever if wider benefits and costs are ignored, which this report does not advocate, there is
still a need to base narrower statements about the likely impacts of smoke-free legislation on
sales revenues, hard data and evidence. Since the 1996 Cornell Hotel and Restaurant
Administration Quarterly analysis of the impacts on restaurant revenues of New York City’s
Smoke-Free Air Act of April, 1995, there have been a number of other studies undertaken in
various jurisdictions in the U.S. that have banned smoking in workplaces.

This report reviews the best available evidence to this point, and summarizes the results and
conclusions of detailed studies conducted in California, Colorado, Massachusetts, New York,
Arizona, Texas, Utah, Vermont, North Carolina, and British Columbia, The most objective and
unbiased data sources for analysis of the economic impact of smoke bans on restaurant sales are
official sales tax receipts spanning the period both before and after the legislation was passed,
since these are both comprehensive and legally required.

Sales tax data reflect all restaurant sales in a particular jurisdiction, not just those of a small
sample, and they can be considered reasonably accurate since it is a crime to report fraudulent
figures to the U.S. Internal Revenue Service. Sales tax dafa are also collected through consistent
methods by government agencies with no interest in the effects of smoking restrictions on sales,
and can therefore be considered unbiased. The data are also verifiable and easy to obtain from
state or local taxation departments.'”™

For all these reasons, it has been concluded: “Of all the methods used to assess the economic
impact of smoke-free laws, many researchers believe the use of taxable sales data to be the best
approach available”' ™ In order to exclude any potential reporting bias, this report examines the
results of all published studies based on these objective sales tax data.

The best studies also control for possible fluctuations in the business cycle and for seasonal
effects. This is done by (a) comparing restaurant, bar and hotel sales as a proportion of total retail
sales before and after legislation; (b} comparing sales in jurisdictions with smoke-free legislation
with sales in neighbouring and comparison jurisdictions without such legislation during identical
months; (¢) considering sufficiently long time periods; and (d) comparing identical months
before and after legislation.

GENUINE PROGRESS INDEX 45 Measuring Sustainable Development



ZAGP1Atlantic

One study (5.8 below) further assesses revenue changes in particular locales against the
economic health of the hotel and tourism industry at the national level. In order to control for
general economic trends, seasonal effects and other factors that vary over time, these studies also
use multivariate regression analysis that can remove the influence of such extraneous factors and
facilitate an unbiased estimate of the particular effect of smoking restrictions on restaurant sales.
The best studies use several different regression models and types of analysis in order to assess
consistency in the results.

Figure 1: Restaurant and Take-Out Receipts, Nova Scotia, (19963 millions)
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These controls are essential because eating at restaurants is not 4 “necessity” and is therefore
particularly sensitive to the business cycle and to prices.' " The figure below indicates that
expenditures on restaurant and take-out food fell during the recessions of the early 1980s and
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1990s and recovered during each economic upturn.’”” Although the figure is based on Nova
Scotia restaurant and take-out receipts, the general trend applies to NL.

Needless to say, changes in the tourist trade, seasonal fluctuations, and increased competition are
other major factors influencing restaurant receipts. This indicates that it is important not to
attribute changes in restaurant sales revenues to smoke-free legislation alone, but to account for
seasonal, business cycle and other factors that can cause substantial fluctuations. For this reason,
it is also necessary to supplement sales revenue data with survey data assessing whether patrons
are dining out more or less often as a result of smoke-free legislation.

Finally, distinctions must also be made between short-term and long-term impacts. A mandatory
smoke ban enforceable in law may have the immediate impact of discouraging smokers from
dining out, while voluntary changes in behaviour may take longer to manifest. Since business
investments and decisions assess profitability over the longer term, a sufficient time span must
therefore be allowed to examine the impact of smoke-free legislation on business.
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5. Impacts of Workplace Smoke Bans on Sales: Results

It is clear from the caveats above that simple-minded equations between smoke-free legislation
and sales may potentially be misleading. The studies cited below are based on actual sales tax
data, and they have all, to a greater or lesser extent, taken potentially confounding factors into
account. The dates cited in the sub-headings refer to the date of publication of the studies
themselves, not to the date of the smoke-free ordinances.

Based on an extensive literature search and review, the author believes the following summary to
be a complete survey of all published studies that use taxable sales receipts to examine the
economic effects of smoke-free restaurants. The results are also supplemented here with survey
data to test the robustness of the results. Finally, an important survey before and afler enactment
of smoke-free legislation tested whether restaurant proprietors’ initial concerns had been borne
out by actual experience.

Some of the most comprehensive studies to date on the economic impacts of smoke-free
legislation emanate from California, which has taken the lead in protecting its residents from
tobacco smoke in public places and workplaces. Protection is now guaranteed by local
ordinances (bylaws) in hundreds of towns and cities in the state, and the 1993 California Clean
Air Act provides statewide protection from second-hand smoke.

On January 1, 1998, that law was extended to cover bars and bar-restaurants. The California
Smokefree Indoor Work%)lace Law now bans smoking in all workplaces including restaurants,
bars and gaming clubs.'"

5.1 San Luis Obispo Restaurants and Bars, California, 1993

One of the first systematic analyses of the economic impacts of anti-smoking ordinances on sales
was conducted in San Luis Obispo, California, which, in August 1990, enacted one of the
strictest ordinances in the U.S.A., banning smoking in all restaurants and bars in the city.
Following the ban, a survey found 73.5% of City residents favoured the smoking ban, 23.5%
were opposed; and 3% had no opinion.'”

Sales tax analysis for the period April, 1985, to January, 1992, was conducted for the City by the
Economic Forecast Project of the University of California at Santa Barbara. The study accounted
for the effects of the general economic recession of the early 1990s by comparing San Luis
Obispo restaurant and bar sales with those in other California jurisdictions that had not enacted
anti-smoking ordinances. Additional patron and manager survey data were collected by the
Taylor Consulting Group, a San Luis Obispo market research and public opinion polling firm.
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The study concluded:

“The sinoking ban appears to have no significant effects on the profitability of the
restaurants and bars of San Luis Obispo. The ban has no measurable impact on
restaurant and bar sales, as measured by sales tax revenues. This is true Jfor both
restaurants serving alcoholic beverages and those who do not. Furthermore, sales
in neighb?gzéring cities did not increase when the ban was instituted in San Luls
Obispo.”

The study also found no significant impact on tourism. The sales tax data were confirmed by a
survey of 227 restaurant and bar patrons, which indicated that non-smokers were more likely to
frequent restaurants and bars (16%) and smokers were less likely to do so (12%). As well,
smokers were more often going to out-of-town establishments, while non-smokers were more
likely to go to San Luis Obispo establishments. Overall, the study found, “these two shifis offset
one another such that there is no net sales impact. nisl

A separate survey of restaurant and bar managers reported no significant cost savings or cost
increases as a result of the ordinance, although some managers reported more employee smoke
breaks, while others reported reduced costs for drapery and carpet cleaning. Overall, the study
concluded, “these cost impacts are not experienced widely enough to represent a measurable
impact on the collective bottom line of San Luis Obispo restaurants and bars. 182

The results can be considered robust in that the study meets important methodological criteria
outlined in the previous chapter. Sales tax data are analyzed over a long enough time frame to
eliminate seasonal fluctuations; the effects of the business cycle are accounted for; some wider
business costs and benefits are considered; and objective sales tax data are supplemented by both
patron and manager surveys.

5.2 Restaurants and Bars, California and Colorado, 1992, 1994, and 1997

The most comprehensive analyses of sales tax data to date have been conducted by the Institute
for Health Policy Studies in the Department of Medicine at the University of California in San
Francisco. Three studies, in 1992, 1994 and 1997 successively updated the data to assess changes
over time. s Sales tax data for 1986-1996 were supplied by the Research and Statistics Division
of the California Board of Equalization and analyzed by the researchers using multiple
regression.

The 1994 study compared restaurant sales in 15 California and Colorado cities with smoke-free
ordinances with 135 demographically comparable cities that had not enacted ordinances, using
sales data for 1986-1993. The study further accounted for business cycle fluctuations by
examining restaurant sales as a fraction of total retail sales.

The 1997 study replicated the earlier one, adding three more years of data. The long time frame
for the sales tax data analysis (11 vears) accounts not only for seasonal and business cycle
fluctuations, but tests the earlier resuits and allows long-term trends to be assessed with
considerable accuracy.
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All California bars have been smoke-free since January 1, 1998, but the 1997 analysis also
examined sales tax data in five California cities and two counties that had previously enacted
their own prohibitions on smoking in bars between 1990 and 1994. Sales tax data for the two
counties were available from 1986-1996, and for the five cities from 1991-1996. At the time of
the study, the bar ordinances had been in effect for between 25 and 65 months, allowing long-
term impacts on sales to be assessed for bars as well as restaurants.

Both the 1994 and 1997 studies found the same results and came to exactly the same conclusion:

“Smoke-free ordinances do not adversely affect either restaurant or bay sales....
Ordinances had no significant effect on the fraction of total retail sales that went
to eating and drinking places or on the ratio between sales in communities with
ordinances and sales in comparison communities. Ordinances requiring smoke-
free bars had no significant effect on the fraction of revenues going to eating and
drinking places that serve all types of liquor....

Legislators and government officials can enact heaith and safety regulations to
praotect patrons and employees in restaurants and bars from the toxins in
secondhand tobacco smoke without fear of adverse economic consequences. ni8d

Citing California bar revenue data, an analysis published in Tobacco Conirol last year concluded
that “these data further discredit tobacco industry claims that smoke-free bar laws are bad for
the bar business. Quite the contrary, these laws appear to be good for business. S

These University of California studies were particularly significant because they explicitly tested
undocumented claims by the tobacco industry and by tobacco industry-sponsored organizations
that the first 100% smoke-free restaurant ordinances in California had produced a 30% drop in
business.

Those organizations, including the Beverly Hills Restaurant Association (BHRA) and the
California Business and Restaurant Alliance, were funded by the tobacco industry and created
specificalty to mobilize restaurants against smoke-free ordinances. According to the then-
president of the BHRA, there was no Beverly Hills Restaurant Association before the smoke-free
ordinance. He later testified that the organization had been set up by the tobacco industry for the
specific purpose of fighting the legislation, and that the tobacco industry helped pay the
organization’s bills in a lawsuit against Beverly Hills. 186

The tactics succeeded. Repeatedly using the undocumented allegation that business had suffered
a 30% decline in revenues during the five months the smoke-free ordinance was in effect, the
BHRA succeeded in having the Beverly Hills ordinance repealed in 1997. The same
unsubstantiated argument succeeded in having the Bellflower anti-smoking ordinance repealed in
1992, and it has been frequently used by the Ontario Restaurant Association to oppose smoke-
free by-laws in that province.'’

The 1994 University of California study, using California State Board of Equalization sales tax
data, included Beverly Hills and Bellflower in its analysis. The sales tax data demonstrated
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clearly that the undocumented tobacco industry arguments were false and, in the case of
Bellflower, actually the reverse of what was claimed:

1) In Beverly Hills, no drop in restaurant sales occurred following enactiment of the ordinance,
let alone the 30% drop claimed by the tobacco industry and its front organizations. In fact,
there was a slight increase in restaurant sales during the five months the by-law was in effect.

2) When Beverly Hills repealed its ordinance four months after enactment, no increase in
restaurant sales occurred following repeal. In fact neither the ordinance nor its repeal had any
measurable impact on sales at all.

3) Although the Bellflower ordinance was repealed in 1992 because of claims that business had
dropped, sales tax data demonstrated that the smoke-free ordinance was actually associated
with a marginally significant increase in restaurant sales.

4) After the Bellflower smoke-free ordinance was repealed, restaurant sales dropped,'™

Had the tobacco industry and “restaurant association” argument been true, an increase in sales
would be expected following repeal of both ordinances. The hard evidence indicates that tobacco
industry and associated claims have deliberately misled policy makers in the past, and that NL
legislators should be highly suspicious of unsubstantiated claims that a workplace smoke ban
will hurt business.

Since 1998, statewide California legislation has banned smoking in all workplaces including
restaurants, bars and gaming clubs, so that local ordinances in that state are no longer the primary
battle grounds in the tobacco industry’s efforts to resist restrictions on second-hand smoke.
Indeed, the California experience demonstrates the greater utility and efficiency of statewide
legislation in avoiding costly local struggles.

5.3 Restaurants, California, 1994

A detailed 1994 study conducted by the Claremont Institute for Economic Policy Studies at the
Claremont Graduate School tested the impact-of smoke-free ordinances on restaurant sales
within a framework designed to account for a wide range of other non-ordinance local and
statewide economic determinants of restaurant revenue.'® One specific study goal was to test
the results of the 1994 Glantz and Smith investigation (5.2 above) by using a different
econometric model, considering a much larger sample of cities, and accounting for possible
confounding variables.

California State Board of Equalization restaurant taxable sales data from 1986 to 1992 were
collected for 106 California cities ranging from those with complete smoke bans to those with
stronger and weaker restrictions (60%-80% non-smoking, and 50% non-smoking seating
respectively), to those with no restrictions. [n addition, a random sample survey of 4,644 adults
in eight California cities was conducted to assess public support for no-smoking policies in
restaurants and other workplaces.

This survey design is particularly strong because it controls for a wide range of other economic
determinants, including:
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1) taxable restaurant sales in the quarter prior to enactment of smoke-free ordinances as
measure of past economic performance of the local restaurant industry;

2) total citywide non-restaurant taxable sales as a measure of local economic activity;

3} the number of restaurants in each city as a measure of the restaurant industry size:

4) city population as a measure of the clientele base of restaurants;

5) county unemployment rates and statewide personal income as general economic indicators.

The study also tested for any evidence of shifts in restaurant patronage from cities with smoking

restrictions to surrounding cities without such restrictions.

But perhaps the most important contribution of this study is its capacity to compare smoking
restrictions of various strengths. The Claremont Institute results confirmed the Glantz and Smith
conclusions:

o “The study found ordinances had no systematic impact on restaurant revenues,
regardless of the percentage of no-smoking seating required.

o Surrounding cities without ordinance restrictions exhibited dpatz‘ems of effects that
were indistinguishable from those of ordinance cities.... 9

Complete smoke bans, which are the only way to eliminate ETS from the work environment, did
not impact restaurant sales any differently than weaker restrictions. This is supported by the
associated survey results, which indicated that 81% of all respondents (and even 35% of
smokers) supported a complete ban on smoking in restaurants.’

5.4 Restaurants, West Lake Hills, Texas, 1995

The previous studies were conducted by independent researchers. But a similar 1995 study in
Texas was conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) of the National
Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services . The study, assessing the impact of a 100% smoke-free ordinance on
restaurant sales in West Lake Hills, Texas, included all restaurants and restaurants with bar areas.
Results were published first in the CDC’s Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, and
subsequently in the Journal of the American Medical Association.”

The significance of this study is that it carries the “official” imprimatur of the lead U.S.
government agency in the field of public health, and that it takes particular care to establish the
highest standards of methodological integrity. Indeed, its stated purpose is to assess the
economic impact of smoke-free ordinances “based on the most objective, scientific evidence
available,” and to provide “a model for other local and state public agencies to consider when
evaluating fobacco control programs. ni%3

The study is the methodological “state of the art” on this subject, and it contrasts its approach
with reports of harm to business based on “anecdotal information,” “restaurant owners’ self-
reports,” and short-term tax data analyses that collect data for only one or two quarters following
ordinance enactment.
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By contrast, the West Lake Hills study used sales data validated by tax revenue reported by the
Texas State Comptroller’s office for the 17-month period prior to ordinance implementation and
the 19-month period following implementation. The model employs multiple linear regression
techniques to account for seasonal variations in sales and temporal economic trends.

The study found that “the total sales of the restaurants did not decrease afier implementation of
the ordinance.”'*? Perhaps even more significantly, the CDC’s editorial board confirmed the
carlier findings described in Sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 above and the methodologies on which
those studies were based:

“The findings in this report are consisient with assessments using similar methods
in other locations that have reported that the implementation of smoke-free

ordinances has not been associated with adverse economic effects on
restaurants.”'”

5.5 Restaurants and Bars, Massachusetts, 1997 and 2000

A 1997 study conducted by the Center for Health Economics Research for the Massachusetts
Department of Public Health was the first to attempt a comprehensive analysis of the economic
impact of smoke-free restaurant ordinances in an entire U.S. state.'*® These results are therefore
of particular interest to NL lawmakers, as they are considering legisiation for the province as a
whole, as opposed to municipal councils that govern smaller jurisdictions.

The Massachusetts study allowed the first systematic state-wide comparison of towns that
adopted highly restrictive policies with those that adopted weak restrictions or none at all. Highly
restrictive ordinances were classified as those that either completely eliminated smoking in
restaurants, or that confined smoking entirely to separate, enclosed, and separately ventilated
sections. Weak restrictions are defined as those designating a percentage of seats non-smoking.

The researchers identified the smoking status of Massachusetts’ towns and cities representing
98% of the state’s population. The only jurisdictions omitted from the study were those that had
not reported their smoking status, that did not have complete sales tax records available for the
period under consideration, or that had fewer than 10 restaurants, and where confidentiality
required the Massachusetts Department of Revenue to suppress data.

Inflation-adjusted taxable meal receipts data from the Department of Revenue were analyzed for
31 cities and towns that adopted highly restrictive smoke-free ordinances within a four-year time
span from January 1992 through December, 19953, and for 222 control communities that had
weak or non-existent restrictions. Data were analyzed for the six months immediately following
adoption of a smoking ban, and for the same six-month period one year earlier, in order to
control for seasonal fluctuations. Results were as follows:

“For the experimental communities as a whole [those adopting highly restrictive
smoke-free ordinances], inflation-adjusted restaurant receipls were 5 percent
greater in the six months following imposition of a smoke-free policy than in the
same six months one vear earlier, pre-ban. In contrast, there was virtually no
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change in sales in control communities that did not adapt smoke-free restrictions.
The comparison of experimental and control communities indicates that adoption
of highly-restrictive restaurant smoking policies led to an increase of about 5
perce;}zg_in restaurant receipts in the six months following the imposition of the
ban. """’

These results are based on raw aggrepate receipts data. The researchers then used muitivariate
analysis to estimate the average effect of smoke-free policies, controlling for seasonal and year
effects, general economic trends, data collection methods, and other factors that vary over time
across all towns. By removing the influence of these other factors, it is possible to obtain an
unbiased estimate of the particular effect of smoking restrictions on restaurant sales. Three
different regression models were used to assess whether results were consistent:

“All models indicate that smoke-free restaurant restrictions increased restaurant
receipts in towns adopting smoke-free policies, by 5 to 9 percent, This is
consistent with the descriptive results. The range of uncertainty of the estimates is
0-12 percent, indicating that the measured positive effect of smoking restrictions
is unlikely to be due to random fluctuations (noise in the data). There is no
support fo;; ghe hypothesis that restaurant smoking restrictions reduced restaurant
receipts.”

A separate study of aggregate meal tax receipts in Brookline, Massachusetts, confirmed these
results and found that a smoke-free policy for all ¢ity restaurants and bars “did not have a
significant, immediate effect on the city’s restaurant p.a'n'*or‘acrge.”‘99

3.5.1 Massachusetts: R_eﬁ;zements in the 2000 Study Update

These data, results and conclusions were updated and confirmed by the authors in a November,
2000 final report submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Public Health.*® The update,
which analyzed three additional years of data (through 1998), was necessary because the profile
of Massachusetts cities and towns with smoke-free ordinances has changed dramatically in
recent years.

By April, 1999, 153 cities and towns, representing two-thirds of the state’s population, had
restricted smoking in restaurants, including 75 which either completely prohibit smoking in
restaurants, of impose severe restrictions such as requiring separate, enclosed and separately
ventilated smoking rooms. The update therefore allowed analysis of a considerably larger group
of communities with smoke-free legislation over a fonger period of time.

In addition, the update separately analyzed alcohol-serving establishments, including restaurants,
bar sections of restaurants, and free-standing bars, the most comprehensive sales tax study to do
so systematically. These results are particularly interesting because smoke-free policies have
been assumed to affect alcohol-serving establishments disproportionately because of the apparent
correlation between the consumption of alcohol and tobacco.
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Because the Massachusetts Department of Revenue does not release data for communities with
fewer than 10 restaurants in order to protect confidentiality, and because there are fewer
communities with at least 10 alcohol-serving establishments, the alcohol-serving analysis
included data from 79 communities, compared to 239 for the full restaurant analysis.

Given the 10-restaurant minimum, the full analysis included 60 Massachusetts cities and towns
that had adopted highly restrictive smoking policies between January 1992 and December 1998,
and 179 communities that either had no restrictions or weak ones simply designating a portion of
seats as non-smoking. For alcohol-serving establishments, the study analyzed 22 communities
with strong restrictions and 57 without such restrictions.

The update also went beyond the earlier 1997 study by analyzing trends in highly restrictive
towns that were surrounded by communities without smoking restrictions, compared to highly
restrictive towns surrounded by other highly restrictive towns. This additional variable was
designed to test whether smokers might migrate to communities with less restrictive policies,
thus adversely affecting restaurant sales in the highly restrictive communities.

The analysis found that per capita meals receipts for alcohol-serving establishments in
communities with strong smoking restrictions grew between 1992 and 1998 at almost twice the
rate of those in communities without such restrictions. For all restaurants, there was no
significant difference in the trend lines, though towns with strong smoking restrictions saw a
somewhat faster rate of growth in sales than towns without such restrictions.””’

Regression analyses controlling for a range of seasonal, income and other economic variables
and for the extent of smoking restriction were conducted to assess the degree to which these
trends could be attributed to smoke-free policies.

The sample size was also large enough to conduct a sensitivity analysis that separated out, from
the 60 communities with highly restrictive policies, twelve that may not have completely
eliminated the presence of second-hand smoke from non-smoking sections. It was therefore
possible to test whether a complete prohibition of smoking in restaurants, including bar sections
of restaurants, had a different economic impact than allowing smoking in bar sections only with
a buffer zone.

The results of all analyses confirmed the conclusions of the 1997 study:

“Our findings indicate that highly restrictive restaurant smoking policies do not
have a statistically significant effect on a community's level of meals receipls.
Controlling for other less restrictive restaurant smoking policies did not change
our findings. Similarly, analyzing data for only those establishments that served
aleoholic beverages generated a similar set of vesults.

While restaurants in Massachusetts experienced an overall increase in revenue
berween 1992 and 1998, the local adoption of restaurant smoking policies did not
lead to a measurable deviation from this strong positive trend ... Results of our
sensitivity analysis were consisient with our main findings. Across all models, the
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implementation of a highly restrictive restaurant smoking policy did not have a
. . 152
significant effect on restaurant sales. 202

The authors speculate that a reason for the null finding may be that smokers are not sufficiently
inconvenienced by smoke-free policies to alter their demand for restaurant meals substantially,
or that non-smokers may increase their demand for restaurant meals, thus offsetting any
reduction in sales among smokers. These hypotheses will be tested in survey material presented
in the next chapter.

The 2000 Massachusetts study also found that towns that were completely surrounded by other
towns with highly restrictive restaurant smoking policies had an average of 7.9% higher monthly
per capita restaurant sales than those surrounded by towns without highly restrictive policies.
However, regression analysis controlling for economic, seasonal and other variables found that
the portion of border towns with or without highly restrictive policies “failed to have a
statistically significant effect on meals receipts (among ail establishments and the subset of
alcohol-serving places). "

5.6. Restaurants, Hotels and Motels, Arizona, 1998

fn June 1993, Flagstaff became the first city in Arizona to prohibit smoking. This provided an
excellent opportunity to compare the economic impact of the ban with six different no-
intervention comparison areas in Arizona at the city, county and state levels. Following the
methods and procedures in the studies described above, taxable restaurant sales and total retail
sales data were collected for a five year period, from 3.5 years prior to enactment of the smoke-
free ordinance in Flagstaff to 1.5 years afterwards.

The results are significant because this is the first published study to use the same methods
validated by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control (5.4 above) to include tourism impacts
explicitly, and to assess the impact of a smoke-free ordinance on hotel and motel sales.

Account was taken of population size and increase, tourism impacts, and overall economic
trends. For all seven comparisons, four separate analyses were conducted:

1) comparison of restaurant sales before and after enactment of the no-smoking ordinance;

2) comparison of ratios of Flagstaff restaurant sales to comparison areas before and after
enactment of the ordinance;

3) comparison of ratios of Flagstaff restaurant sales to Flagstaff retails sales before and after
enactment of the ordinance;

4) comparison of motel/hotel sales before and afier enactment of the no~-smoking ordinance.

“All analyses resulted in the same conclusions: prohibiting smoking in
restaurants did not affect restaurant sales... If prohibiting smoking in restaurants
had a negative effect on restaurant sales, one would expect that at least one of the
analyses would show a significant difference. However, none of the analyses
conducted found that the ordinance had either a positive or a negative effect on
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restaurant sales.... Since businesses are legally required to report accurate data,
the investigators knew of no other way to collect more accurate data. v 208

No significant changes in trends were found in the comparison of motel and hotel sales,
indicating that the no-smoking prohibition had no discernible impact on tourism. The researchers
explicitly confirmed the previous studies and findings described in sections 5.1, 5.2, 53 and 5.4
above, that “smoke-free ordinances did not adversely affect restaurant sales.”

The authors also compared their results with an earlier voluntary Flagstaff by-law, in order to
assess a standard tobacco industry argument that restaurants and bars should be given a choice of
whether to allow or prohibit smoking. Given the choice, that analysis found that 82% of
restaurateurs chose to allow smoking. The researchers concluded that voluntary policies are
“unlz‘kei);{);o prevent exposure of restaurant patrons and employees 1o environmental tobacco
smoke.”

Based on the accumulated evidence and the consistency of results, the Northern Arizona
University researchers provide direct advice to other communities:

“The accumulating evidence associating passive smoking with health risks
indicates a need for stronger efforts to protect nonsmokers from exposure 10
tobacco smoke.... Local governments contemplating the adoption of smoke-free
legislation should note that this study found that prohibiting smoking in city
restaurants had no effect on restaurant sales.... If these [and other] findings are
frue for communities throughout the United States, then other cities can enact
similar laws, which protect restaurant patrons and food service workers from

. N , 1208
tohacco smoke, without concerns that restaurants will lose business. o208

5.7 Restaurants and Hotels, New York City, 1999

In April, 1995, New York City’s Smoke-Free Air Act prohibited smoking in the indoor dining
area of restaurants with more than 35 seats and in most other indoor public places. Research
scientists analyzed taxable sales data for eating and drinking establishments, hotels, and the retail
trade for each county in New York State from March 1990 to February 1997 in order to
determine the economic impact of the legislation on the city’s restaurant and hotel industries.””
Data were obtained from the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance.

The study combines the strengths of several earlier studies. The analysis of data for all 62
counties in the state shares the comprehensiveness of the Massachusetts study (3.5 above), and
allows a comparison of sales trends in the five smoke-free New York City counties with the 55
state counties that had no smoke-free restaurant law.”"° Like the Flagstaff study (3.6 above), the
researchers included taxable sales data from hotels as well as restaurants, but were able for the
first time to analyze comparative hotel sales data on a state-wide basis.

As in earlier studies, the total retail sales data and the long (seven-year) time span of the data set
account for seasonal, business cycle and other economic fluctuations. All values are adjusted for

(ENUINE PROGRESS INDEX 57 Measuring Sustainable Development



Zx GP1Atlantic

inflation. A multivariate linear regression of each of five outcome measures further controlled for
time, season and unemployment rates.

The results for each of the five outcome measures are as follows:

*

Compared with levels two years earlier, real taxable sales from eating and drinking
establishments increased by 2.1% in New York City after the Smoke-Free Air Act took effect
and decreased by 3.8% in the rest of the state, where smoke-free ordinances were not in
effect.

Real taxable sales from hotels increased sharply by 36.9% in New York City after the Act,
and by 2.4% in the rest of the state. Both New York City and New York State hotel sales in
the two years prior to the Act had been almost flat.

The ratio of taxable restaurant sales to total retail sales in New York City remained nearly
constant over time at about 24%.

The ratio of taxable restaurant sales in New York City to taxable restaurant sales in the rest
of the state increased from 86% to more than 100%.

The ratio of hotel revenue in New York City to hotel revenue in the rest of the state doubled
from about 120% to 240%.

The multivariate linear regression for each of these five outcome measures confirmed that the
smoke-free ordinance was not significantly associated with sales for eating and drinking
establishments or hotels, regardless of the outcome measure used.

“Based on these data, it can be concluded that the smoke-free law did not harm
the restaurant industry in New York City. Further, no evidence was found that the
hotel industry has been adversely affected by the smoke-free legislation.... Based
on the findings from this study and the weight of evidence from the literature, the
authors conclude the smoke-free law was not detrimental to the restaurant or
hotel inclustries in New York City. "

Other data sources on industry health confirm the findings based on sales tax data, and reveal no
evidence that the Smoke-Free Air Act had any adverse economic impacts:

Restaurant openings far outpaced restaurant closings in 1995, 1996 and 1997.

Restaurant employment increased by 18% between 1993 and 1997, with 19,347 jobs added,
compared to only a 5% increase in the rest of New York State where smoke-free ordinances
did not exist.””

The 1996 Zagat NYC Restaurant Survey, a standard hospitality industry survey covering
over 1,800 restaurants, reported that eating out was up 22% from the previous year and the
highest weekly pace recorded in over a decade.”"”

Per meal spending was also up 1.5% in 1996, and inflation-adjusted per-meal restaurant
spending remained relatively constant from 1995 to 1997.

New York City hotel occupancy rates increased from 78.3% in 1995 to 81% in 1997,
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« New York City tourism spending in 1997 was $300 million more than the previous year.

e A survey of New York City restaurant owners and managers found that small restaurants and
bars exempted from the smoke-free law reported similar sales trends compared with places
affected by the law.*"”

Just as Glantz and Smith used sales tax data to disprove unsubstantiated tobacco industry claims
of a drop in restaurant sales in California, which led the cities of Beverly Hills and Beliflower to
repeal smoke-free legislation (5.2 above), so this New York study disproved similar
undocumented claims in that state.

A New York organization called the Empire State Tavern and Restaurant Association produced a
study alleging a loss of jobs following implementation of New York City’s smoke-free
legistation. Further investigation showed that the alleged job losses in fact occurred before the
New York City ordinance was implemented.zis

The proliferation of such unsupported claims by the tobacco industry and affiliated organizations
in their efforts to influence policy makers, indicates the vital importance of these objective and
verifiable studies based on official sales tax data. In this case the provision of accurate and
comprehensive information to lawmakers can literally save hundreds of lives in NL.

5.8 Tourism and Hotel Revenues in 6 U.S, States, 1999

As noted above, the tobacco industry and its affiliated organizations have frequently claimed that
smoke-free ordinances would adversely affect tourism and hotel sales, and wouid discourage
conventions. Furopeans, in particular, are said to want their smoking rights.

For example, a tobacco industry front group called the United Restaurant, Hotel, Tavern
Association of New York (URHTA) warned the city in 1994: “New York stands to lose millions
of dollars as meetings and conventions that bring visitors from all over the world take their
business and vacations elsewhere.”'® It later emerged the URHTA was funded by the tobacco
industry and had no active chapter in New York City. As noted above (3.7), New York City
hotels experienced a tourism boom following the Smoke-Free Air Act, with sharply increased
sales and occupancy rates,

No documentation has been offered for these tobacco industry assertions. Because of the
importance of tourism for the economy, however, this claim is worth particularly thorough
investigation.

The Flagstaff and New York studies (5.5 and 5.6 above) were the first to test these
unsubstantiated claims in particular locales. The first found no impact on tourism or hotel/motel
sales: the second found a substantial increase in hotel sales following the smoke-free law. In
1998, The Institute for Health Policy Studies in the Department of Medicine at the University of
California, San Francisco, systematically tested the tobacco industry assertions in every
jurisdiction in the United States where the claim of adverse effects on tourism had been made. *"’
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The researchers found three states {California, Utah and Vermont) and 6 cities (Boulder,
Colorado; Flagstaff and Mesa, Arizona; New York, NY; and San Francisco and Los Angeles,
California) in the USA where the effect on tourism of 100% smoke-free restaurant ordinances
had been debated. This is the only study that focuses comprehensively and systematically on
tourism impacts alone, and which covers a wide range of geographic locations and different
types of tourist destinations.

As noted in the methodological observations in chapter 4 above, a valid study will account for
underlying economic conditions, inflation, and the overall health of the tourism industry. This is
accomplished in the University of California study by using constant 1997 dollars to analyze
hotel and hotel room revenues in the study localities before and after ordinance enactment both
as a fraction of total retail sales, and also by compatison with hotel revenues for the entire United
States. Tourist flows from Europe and Japan were also analyzed. Official sales tax, tourism,
national accounts and consumer price index data were used as sources.?'®

The study found that, taken together, “the ordinances had no significant effect, one way or the
other, on tourist revenues as a fraction of total retail sales or compared with the rate of change
in the United States as a whole ... International tourism was either unaffected or increased
Joliowing implementation of the smoke-free ordinances. na1 :

Analyzed separately, the results showed a significant increase in the rate of change of hotel
revenues following smoke-free legislation in four out of the nine localities, no significant change
in four localities, and a slowing in the rate of increase (but not a decrease) in only one locality.
The authors concluded:

“This study debunks the tobacco industry allegation that smoke-free restaurant
laws adversely affect tourism, including internationad towrism.... Conirary io
industry claims, these ordinances were not associated with significant drops in
tourism. Quite the contrary, in several locales the ordinances were associated
with significant increases in tourism.... Smoke-free restaurant ordinances did not
hurt, and may have helped, international tourism....

Food-service workers enjoy the least protection from secondhand smoke of any
employee group. Legislators and government o fficials can enact such health and
safety requirements to protect patrons and employees in restaurants from the
toxins in secondhand iobacco smoke without the fear of adverse effects on
tourism. Indeed, these ordinances may even be beneficial for business. »220

5.9 Conclusions of All Studies

One other study has been found that analyzes long-term sales tax data, interestingly enough from
the feading tobacco-producing state in the U.S. The study examined restaurant sales data from
1990 to 1997 for 10 counties in North Carolina to assess whether no-smoking regulations in
some counties had adversely affected restaurant sales ™’
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The study found that the 10 counties experienced similar sales patterns and found no statistically
significant impacts due to smoke-free ordinances. The researchers concluded that smoking
restrictions and smoke-free ordinances do not affect restaurant sales and have no adverse impact
on restaurant business.

The studies cited above are, as far as the author can determine, a complete listing of all published
studies that use objective sales tax data to assess the longer-term economic impacts of smoke-
free ordinances on restaurant, bar and hotel sales. The studies span a decade and a wide range of
geographical locations in eight different U.S. states. They use a broad range of controls that
account for seasonal, employment, and business cycle fluctuations. There is no selectivity or bias
either in the choice of studies examined or in the data selection methods of the studies
themselves,

Without exception, all the studies come to the same unequivocal conclusion: Smoke-free
legislation has no adverse impact on business. Some studies find that smoke bans may possibly
have a positive impact, but none find evidence of any negative impact. It is therefore proven
beyond any reasonable doubt that smoking bans do not adversely affect aggregate restaurant, bar
and hotel sales. Indeed, the probability that every published study analyzing verifiable sales tax
receipts could be wrong is close to zero.

Other recent surveys of the available evidence come to the same conclusion:

“All the empirical evidence supports the proposition that smoke-free restaurant
. . "l
ordinances do not hurt the restaurant business. "%

“The conclusion of all published studies that used tax data in the analysis is that
smoking restrictions do not impact negatively on hospitality sales and/or on
employment nor on tourism activity in the long run.... The results generally are
unequivocal in that the siatistics indicate no negative impact on the proportion of
consumer spending in restauranis.”

Another comprehensive review of the evidence concurs:

“In one study after another, covering multiple states within the US, analysts have
found no adverse effect of smoking restrictions, including complete bans, on local
restaurants ' business. Indeed, several of the studies have found a tendency for
smoking restrictions to increase business. Similar findings derive from analysis of
the effects of smoking restrictions on bars (presumed the smoker's sacred
territory) and of the impacts of restaurant and bar restrictions on tourism. i
The analysis notes that industry challenges to these data “have never themselves involved
empirical analysis of objective experience.”””

Nevertheless, a caveat must be added here. All the above studies review aggregale sales tax data
over a reasonably fong time period, and may therefore conceal short-term changes and
differential trends among different types of restaurants. In order fo investigate these possibilities,
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the following chapter bricfly reviews a range of other studies on the economic impact of smoke-
free legislation, including patron surveys, that are helpful in disaggregating some of the results
cited above, and providing more detail on trends within the restaurant industry itself.

5.10 Predicted Impacts on Newfoundland & Labrador Tourism Flows

Many of the dire predicted impacts of a smoking ban relate to tourism flows from Asia and
Europe. For example, the president of the Hotel Association of Canada, which received $3.2
million from the Canadian Tobacco Manufacturers’ Council to operate its “Courtesy of Choice”
campaign,”é stated that many tourists, particularly those from Europe and Asia, will not come to
a place where they cannot smoke:

“By the year 2005, two-thirds of all global travel will emanate from Asia. People
there smoke a lot. If they can’t do something they do every day, then immediately
we ‘re putting up another barrier. i

However, the actual tourism flows to NL do not support these predictions. The vast majority of
visitors to the NL are from other parts of Canada. American visitors account for the second
largest group of tourists. Overseas visitors likely account for less than 5% of the visitors to
NL

A Philip Morris Incorporated survey of 1,000 smokers in each of 10 European countries found
that smokers in every one of these countries were more accepting of smoke-free regulations than
Americans, with most continuing to eat out just as frequently when smoke-free restaurant
ordinances were in effect.”

Given actual tourism flows and tourist behaviour patterns, combined with the evidence in this
chapter that smoke-free legislation in the U.S. has no adverse impact on hotel sales and tourism
revenues, there is, therefore, no empirical support for the prediction that a smoke ban will harm
tourism in NL.

Indeed, none of those predictions has assessed the likely increase in hospitality industry
patronage by the vast majority of non-smoking tourists, many of whom consciously avoid smoky
places. Survey evidence on that subject is assessed in the next chapter. There is an opportunity to
promote and market NL as a healthy, visionary, smoke-free province.
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6. Other Economic Impact Studies

Two other studies were found that use sales tax data to examine (a) short-term trends for the first
2.3 months following smoke-free legislation, and (b) certain fypes of sales. In addition, patron
survey data has assessed trends within the restaurant industry that may result from smoke-free
legislation, and that can provide important marketing information to restaurateurs on how they
may adapt to a changing client base.

None of those studies invalidate the clear conclusion that smoke-free legislation has no overall
adverse impact on business. But they do provide a level of detail that the aggregate long-term
sales data cannot provide, and they can help facilitate the transition to smoke-free workplaces
that better protect the health of employees and patrons alike and assist owners and managers in
making market adjustments.

6.1 Short Term Sales: Mesa, Arizona, (1996) and British Columbia (2001)

A preliminary analysis of the short-term impacts of smoke-free legislation on selected businesses
in Mesa, Arizona, was conducted in 1996 for the two months following enactment of the
ordinance. The investigators found that selected categories of restaurants experienced a 4%
actual sales decrease (6% adjusted decrease) over the two-month period compared to sales data
from the same two months in the previous year. 30

The investigators noted that two months was not an adequate length of time to make a judgement
about the sales impact of the smoke-free ordinance, and that further study of longer-term data
was required. Glantz and Charlesworth’s longer-term analysis of tourism and hotel revenues (3.8
above) found that Mesa’s smoke-free ordinarice had no adverse impacts on hotel sales in Mesa,
either in t%tfll revenues, as a fraction of total retail sales, or as fraction of national hotel

revenues.

In 1998, the Workers’ Compensation Board (WCB) in British Columbia banned smoking in most
workplaces, and provided protection from ETS exposure to 85% of B.C. workers. The rules were
implemented with little problem and widely respected.

On January 1, 2000, the WCB extended its workplace smoking restrictions to include all
hospitality and public entertainment facilities in the province, including all restaurants, bars,
cabarets, games rooms, sporting arenas and bingo halls. The rationale was that the WCB is
responsible for the occupational health and safety of all workplaces, and that all workers are
therefore entitled 1o protection from environmental tobacco smoke regardless of their place of
work.

That amendment was overturned by a judge on March 22, 2000, pending more public
consultations. Following the public consultations, the WCB reintroduced the regulations that
extend full protection from second-hand smoke to the remaining 15% of B.C. workers. The new
amendments, which ban smoking in all hospitality and entertainment facilities including bars and
restaurants in the province, came into effect April, 2002,
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Pacific Analytics examined the impact of the smoking restrictions between January 1, 2000, and
March 22, 2000, on liquor purchases only. Food sales, the dominant revenue source for
restaurants, were not examined. The study frankly acknowledged that “the behaviour of
restaurant, cabaret and pub patrons in the short run could differ from their long-term
behaviozé% » and that longer-term actions might result in a return to previous behaviour
patferns.”™

Pacific Analytics found that:

» Total January liquor purchases declined by 12.3%; February purchases declined by 4.9%;
and March purchases increased by 8.2%;

e The WCB Amendment appeared to have a negative impact on hotel and pub alcohol
purchases in January but not in February and March.

e Dining establishment liquor purchases declined 11.9% in January and 1.7% in February, but
increased by 12.8% in March.

¢ Cabaret liquor purchases did not differ significantly in January and February, and increased
by 11.3% in March.™

In sum, it appears that a complete ban on smoking in restaurants and bars reduces liquor sales in
the first month after enactment, but that sales increase by the third month, These results are
consistent with the short-term impacts observed in Mesa, Arizona.

These results are also logical, because a mandatory ban may initially discourage smokers from
frequenting eating and drinking establishments, while voluntary changes of behaviour will take
somewhat longer to manifest. Evidence presented below indicates that nonsmokers will begin
frequenting restaurants and bars they previously avoided because of their smoky atmosphere and
smokers will adjust to the new regulations. But that trend is likely to more gradual than the
immediate impact of a mandatory prohibition.

What is remarkable in the B.C. study is how quickly the trends changed, with increases in liquor
purchases recorded by the third month of the ban. If that increase is sustained over time as
nonsmokers (the vast majority of the population) eat out more frequently, then the overall
increase in sales may more than compensate for the very short-term temporary decline.

Again, it must be noted that the British Columbia study noted that the January 2000 decline in
liquor purchases “does not necessarily imply a decline in food sales, the dominant revenue
source for Dining Establishments. 23 11 addition, it might be argued that, from a full-cost
accounting perspective that includes road accident and other costs, a decline in liquor purchases,
especially when consumed before driving, is not necessarily a negative phenomenaon.

6.1.1 Longer Term Trends
In order to assess longer term trends, Pacific Analytic compared its January-March trends with

data from Victoria and the Capital Regional District (CRD), where a no-smoking ordinance has
been in effect since January, 1999. Again, the study found a short-term negative impact on liquor
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purchases after the by-law came into effect. However, the fong-term impacts were neutral for all
types of liquor:

“Hence, once can conclude that within the CRD there are no long-term impacts
associated with the no-smoking bylaw ... The statistical results strongly confirm
that there are no long-term impacts from restrictive smoking regulations. n2h

These results are independently confirmed by the B.C. Liquor Distribution Branch. As reported
by the Vancouver Sun just nine months after Victoria’s anti-smoking legislation came into force:

Victoria drinks up despite tough smoking law:

Pubs were supposed to close, patrons were supposed to stay home and booze
sales were supposed lo drop. But nine months after tough anti-smoking legislation
was imposed in B.C.'s capital, business remains steady and liguor sales are up....
According to figures compiled by the Liquor Distribution Branch, booze sales at
Victorig-area pubs, restaurants and hotels are up 1.7 per cent Jor the first nine
months of the year over the same period last year.

The Pacific Analytics study further examined liquor sales in B.C. regions close to the Alberta
and U.S. borders, in order to assess whether non-smoking regulations would impact
competitiveness by prompting smokers to cross the border in order to dine and consume liquor.
The study results indicated that:

“ there was no statistical difference in overall impacts as compared to the
province as a whole. Consequently, we can say with confidence that being close
to.q horder did not result in greater loss of business ... The general conclusion is
that the proposed amendment will not impact on BC's compelifiveness in ferms of
customers frequenting out-of-province restaurants and bars. "

A further regression equation for tourism in the Capital Regional District confirmed that:

“ .. long-run tourism activity in the CRD was not negatively affected by the
introduction of the no-smoking bylaw. In conclusion, then, the statistics suggest
that the introduction of the proposed amendment will cause neither a substantive
dislocation of BC residents to drink and dine in Alberta and US facilities nor will
there be an impact on tourist visits to BC. n238

The overall conclusion of the study is that non-smoking legislation would likely have some
short-term negative impacts on liguor purchases, but that “ir the longer term, no measurable
impact on either employment or sales would be likely. "

Indeed, the actual results indicate that the short-term negative impacts on liquor sales are
unlikely to exceed one month, and that third month liquor sales already show an increase over
corresponding pre-ban sales. The adjustment period is, therefore, very short, and any initial
slump is quickly compensated. No information is available on dining sales impacts in B.C.
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to none of the non-indusiry support
Conclusion: All of the best de

economic impach,

o secondhand tobacco smoke and cigarette

consumption,'” Smoke-free restaurants and bars simi-
larly reduce exposwre 0 tobacco smoke foxins amoiig
hospitality workers and patrons but also represent a sericus
business threat to the tobacco industry.

In California in 1987, a 100% smoke-free restaurant
ardinance in Beverly Hills was rolled back, partly in response
to claims that the ordinance was responsible for reducing res-
taurant revenues by 30%, claims which later turned out to be
unsubstantiated. Since then, tobacco companies and allied
groups have routinely predicted that enactment of such legis-
fation would severely impact restaurant and bar sales and
employment.”” Health advocates, by contrast, have presented
studies indicaring that no such adverse effects actually
occurred.”

Policymakers are typically presented with a large amount of
conflicting material, with evidence ranging from anecdotes
about individual businesses' te sclentific studies analysing
objective information collected independently across an entire
hospitality sector.” Such data are often confusing to interpret
and it is difficult for policymakers to reach an evidence based
contclusion. In their case study of deliberations by the
Maryland Occupational Safety and Health Advisory Board,
Montini ¢f af demonstrate that those opposing proposed
smoke-free workplace regulations lodged twice the number of
submissions as those supporting it, but that evidence from
opponents was substantially less scientifically rigorous than
evidence provided by supporiers of workplace smoking
regulations,” Similar findings were observed in refation to the
Californian Environmental Protection Agency's risk assess-
ment of secondhand smoke,” and in Marviand and Washing-
ton hearings on proposed clean indoor air regulations.” Bero

Smokc—ffcf workplace policies reduce both exposure

company websites and through internst
Shudy selection: 97 studies that made statements about economic impact were included. 93% of the
studias located met the selection criteria as determined by consensus batween multipla reviewers.
Data sxtraction: Findings and characteristics of studies {apart from funding source} were classified
independently by two researchers. A third assessor blind fo both the objective of the present study and
to funding source also classified each siudy.

Data synthesis: In studies concluding o negative impact, the odds of using o subjective culcome
measure was 4.0 times [95% confidence interval (Cl) 1.4 10 9.6, p = 0.007) and the odds of not being
poer reviewed was 20 times {95% Cl 2.6 1o 166.7; p = 0.004] that of studies concluding no suc
negative impact. All of the shudies concluding o negative impact were supported by the tobacco indus-
try. 94% of the lobocco indusiry sue;?orfzd studies concluded a negative economic impact compared
studies.

signed studies report no impuct or a positiva impact of smoke-free res-
taurant and bar fows on sales or empl
from the foxins in secondhand smoke confident in rejecting industry claims that there will be an advarse

searches.

ent. Policymakers can act to protect workers and patrons

and her colleagues have repeatedly called on advocates 1o
more forcefully draw to legislators’ attention the superior sci-
entific quality of the evidence base relied upon by public
health groups in calling for clean air legislation. ™"

This paper compares the quality of evidence and conclu-
sions about the economic impact of smoke-free laws on the
hospitality indusiry based on the type of data used, how the
studies are designed, analysed and interpreted, and the fund-
ing source.

METHODS

Data source

Studies inciuded in this analysis are listed in a comprehensive
swmmary produced by the VicHealth Centre for Tobacco
Control.” Centre researchers attempted to locate al studies
produced in English before 31 August 2002 that purported to
assess the economic impact of smoke-free policies in the hos-
pitality industry. Peer reviewed articles were located with
Medline, Sciemce Citation Index, Social Sciences Citation
tndex, Current Contents, Psychinfo, Econlit, and Healthstar
using the terms smok* and restauranis, bars, hospitality, eco-
nomic, regulation and law. Unpublished studies were also
included in the analysis. These studies were located from 2
compilation by the Alberta Tobacco Control Centre,” by 2
request o members of the Iniernational Union Against Can-
cer's International Tobacco Control Network {GLOBALInk),
and an examination of hospitality industry websites and the
websites of tobacco companies based in major English speak-
ing countries, including the Philip Morris “Orptions” website,
www.pmoptions.com . The researchers also conducted an
internet search with the Google search engine www.google-
com . using the terms “smok® bans” and “restauranis” or
“hars”, imnited by the terms “economic impact” of “siudy”.

www. tohaccaconirat.com
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Study selection
studies included measured changes in sales, employment,
numbers of establishments, bankruptcy data, public reports of
intentions about or recent changes in patronage, spending or
time spent dining, proprietors predictions or perceptions of
sales changes and costs and estimated numbers of tourists.
srudies were excluded where these made no explicit or
implicit attempt o quantify the economic impact of smoking
restrictions. Studies assessing opinions about smioke-free
policy were tncluded where the study included a guestion
asking specifically whether people would attend vernues more
or less frequently were such policies ©0 beintroduced,

Ninety three per cent of the studies located (97/104} met
the selection criteria as determined by consensus between
multiple reviewers.

DATA EXTRACTION

findings and characteristcs of studies (apart from funding
source) were classified independently by two researchers in
most cases several months before the stare of the study (MS
and AL}, Both assessors had tertiary qualifications in
behavioural science and econcmics. A third assessor, (LH) a
postgraduase psychology student blind to both the objective of
the present study and to the funding source, also classified
each study.

We used Siegel's criteria’® 0 judge study quality: use of
objective data {for example, tax receipts or ernployment
statistics}; inclusion of all data points after the law was imple-
mented and several years before; use of regression or other
statistical methods that control for secular trends and random
fiuctuation in the data; and appropriate control for overalt
economic trend. The more criteria a particular stady met, the
more certain one can be about the validity of results.

An OULCOINE MEASUrc was deemed "objective” if it was
based on data collecied routinely by an independent agency
covering the periods both before and after the smoke-free
policy was in force. Cbjective measures included: sales figures
provided for the purposes of taxation assessment; empioy-
ment figures provided to government agencies generally for
insurance pUIposes; and numbers of new oF existing
establishments based on business permit applications or r€g-
istrations to the government agency that issues such permits,
and bankruptcy data.

Unverifiable predictions of future changes or estimates of
recenit changes in patronage or spending were deemed
~subjective”. Subjective measurcs included anecdotal reports
and self report data collected in polis of, or interviews with,
palrons or OWners of restaurants, bars or similar businesses,
conducted either before or alter the policy was put in place.

Another indicator of the quality of a study is whether it has
been subject to peer review. The scientific quality of original
cesearch on secondhand smoke published in peer reviewed
journals is superior 10 that in non-peer reviewed publications
in terms of study design, reporting, and evaluation.” & study
was deemed to have been peer reviewed if it was an article
published in an academic journal,

studies were classified as indicating or not indicating a
negative eConomic effect based on their stated condusions
about the impact of potential impact on employment of prof-
itabitity of the various sections of the hospitality industry at
issue. All three raters agreed on the conclusions in all but one
of the 97 studies, The Masotil study” was classified as
negative, as per the conclusion of two of the three raters. Two
studies™ * did not draw conclusions: we included them In the
analysis based on their face-value findings.

Funding sources for each paper were nioted after completion
of all the other classification tasks. Funding was determined
fram acknowledgments in the stuzdies (obscured on coples of
papers classified by the third rater}. when the source was not
clearly disclosed, authors were contacied where possible and

wiww tobaccocontrol.com
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attempts were made 10 determine whether authors or
sponsoring agencies had ever received financial support from
a tobacco company or affiliated group. Searches were
undertaken of previously secrel robacco industry documents
made available as part of settlement agreements between
tobacco companies the US attorneys general® ® {accessible
through www.tobaccoarchives.com ).

Analyses

We used contingency tables and odds ratios © compare stud-
{es concluding a negative impact with those not concluding 3
negative impact.

DATA SYNTHESIS

A total of 7 reports were located. war 3508, Grudies covered
numerous local jurisdictions in 31 state or provincial areas, in
eight countries. Thirty four of the studies examined the
impact of smoke-free policies for drinking establishments,
and 90 the impact of smoke-{rec policies for restaurants. TWo
studies examined the impaci for recreational venues. One
examined the impact of smoke-free restaurants on hotels and
another on overall tourism.

Study quality

Of the 97 studies, 38% (37/97) used objective outcome meas-
ures and 25% (24/97) were peer reviewed. Twenty one studies
met Siegel’s four criteria for methodological quality, represent-
ing 57% (21/37) of the studies that used objective measures.
By contrast, 98% {59/60) of the studies using only subjective
outcome measures met none of the criteria. The odds of peer
reviewed articles meeting all four criteria was 5.33 times that
of non-peer reviewed studies (95% confidence interval (CI) 1.9
to 15.1; p = 0.002}.

Funding source

Of the 97 studies, 32% (31} were funded either by the
tobacco industry or a group known to have received funding
& tobacce  company Of tobacco  industry
1257 shai s w b 03 107 18 41 Eour studies did not disclose
funding source, but were conducted by consultants or organi-
sations known to have a connection with the. tobacco
industry.* * * * For three of these studies, there was strong
evidence of collaboration between tobacco companies and the
study authors **

The:two studies by consultants where close ties with the
tobacco ifidustry had been established and those funded by
organisations known to have received funding from the
tobacco industry were included with the tobacco industry
funded studies, yielding 31 tobacco industey supported. stud-
ies. The fuinding source was treated as missing for six
studies™ 7 * ™ because no data on funding source could be
located.

m g_m 68 Stﬂdiesi A3k W30 3338 K-TH U job-iad [0Reiid 133 were
funded either by government, health related organisations of
independent market research organisations.

Al the studies used in this analysis s summarised in tables
1 and 2.

Study guality und funding

The methodological quality of the industry sponsored studies
was significantly lower (p < 0.001) than the non-industry
studies (table 3). Only one of the 31 tobacco industry
supported studies (3%) bas been published in a peer reviewed
journat compared to 38% (23/60} of the non-indusiry funded
studies, None {0731 of the obacco industry supported studies
met all of Segel's” four methodological quality criteria.
Indeed, 84% (26/31} of the industry supported studies met
nane of the criteria. By contrast, 35% (21/60} of the studies not
supported by the tobacco industry met all of Siegel’s™
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Table 1 Studies using objective measuras lo assess econamic impact of smoke-free policies in the hospitality industry
Conirel for stonamic conditions Do not control for ecenomic condiflons
Negotive
No sffect, of potitive sffect wtfech Mo ffact, or positive effect Nugative sffect
Srudies funded fram sources ather thon ihe tobacee indusiry
Toxoble scies  Baswosch and Pops {1995)%; Bartasch and Pope (1999 Califormio State Board of
receipht Bortosch and Pope {2002)"; Biclous and Glont 199774 Equalization {1998 37 *City of
“Braswr {1999FC; Glonkz and 1999Y; Soulder {1996 Flstcher
Glontz ond Sewith {1994)° Glantz and Smith (19977 oo
Glontz 2000}°; Goldstein and Sobet {1998)"%; Haylett
and Huang (20001, Huung &f of {1995)%; ‘Hyland of al
{1999 Hylond {1002)’5; e of of (1994 Pacific
Anchytics ROOTE, Pope ond Barlo {19977, Sdaccs
and Ruthiff (199813 Styring {20017 Toylor Consulting
{1993 Wakefiald of of oo™
Salss date other “Cirasser of ol (199977
Employment *piid of of 200117 Y and Cummings (1999}
tavels *Hylund and Tuk {2001}; Hyland of al {20001; Bourm
and Malcomson®
MNumber of *Hyland ond Cummings {1999)”
sichlishments
Sankrupicy data  Boumnt and Maleomson®
Studies for which funding is unknown
Scies dota other Pubeo 20027
Studines jucted by srgonisotions or consultants with links fo the tohaces industry around the fima of the study
Taxcble solet “iiliey of ol {1996
recaiph *Masoti #f
et
Studies fundaed by tot panies or indusiry groupt pparted by the tob dusiry
Taxable scles *Lqvanthol of of
ruceiph {19001
Sotes data othar Applied sconomict
199817
Employment *Lilloy of of
lovals (19991 *Lilley et
ol 1996
Number of *Lilley ot ol 1999
asiablishments
Bold type = pesr raviewed.
*{jse discrote rather than confinuous data bafors and ofier the introduction of policies.
{Only weak evidence of connaciion with the tobacco industry.

criterfa’ BRI e AT IR {p < 5.001}, Eleven of these non-
industry funded studies have been published in peer reviewed
journals.

Study quality and conclusion
Table 4 sets out the findings of those studies meeting each of
various indicators of high quality: using objective outcome
measures; meeting this and Siegel's other three criteria for
quality: being funded by a source clearly independent of the
robacco industry; and being peet reviewed.

mone of the 21 studies that met all four of Siegel’s” quality
criteria reported a negative impact (1able 4). In fact, four of the
studles report a positive impact on taxable sales receipts of
restaurants, bars, hotels, or tourism.’ * ¢

Only a handful of studies based on objective data conclude
a negative impacl. None of these meets more than one of
Slegel's other three criteria for methodological quality. Cnly
ong peer reviewed study concladed 2 negative impact.™ This
study relied on subjective data and was funded by a wobacco
COMPpAany.

Table 5, conversely, shows, for those studies concluding
negative impact, whether each of the various quality criteria
was met, Once again, studies concluding a negative impact

rarely included an objective measure and were almost never
peer reviewed.

1n studies concluding a negative impact, the odds of using
only a subjective measure was 4.0 times {95% C1 1.4 0 9.9;
p = 0.007} and the odds of being peer reviewed was 20 times
(95% Cl 26w 1667, p = 0.004) that of studies concluding no
such negative impact {table 6}

funding source and conclusion

There was a significant association of tobacco industry
support with negative conclusions of the study {p < 0.001})
{table 6}, Ninety four per cent {29/31} of the tobacco industry
supported studies concluded that there was or would be a
negative economic impact of implementing a smoke-free
policy. The odds ratio for a negative conclusion associated with
tobacco industry support was infinite because none of the 60
non-lndustry funded studies concluded a negative economic
impact.

DISCUSSION

Lower quality studles were snuch more Hikely © canciude
smoke-{ree  regulations adversely impact the hospltality
industry, and weaker smudies were much more Hkely t0 be

ww Tobuaccecontrol.com
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toble 2 Studies using subjective measures to asiess the
industry

economic impact of smokefree policie

Scolis, bol, Hylond, et at

s in the hospitality

o effect or positive effect Nagative sffect
Studies hunded from sources other than the nbotto industry
public soif r:foﬁeé intantiohs of Allan and Markhate 1470 August (200012, Blener gnd
piTonage cestauronis/ bars Hzgerard (19 * Benar and Siegel 1997)%; Corsun ot
o [1996) Dhacima R JZ ; ima Ressarch
{2002}"; Drasser of of {19991 Fi Resaarch 998" Field
Reasarch (199717 Hyland and Cummings 11999y ; lom
9 : 2002 #; Miller and Kriven |2&02;=*;’Xiﬁiu
g Kriven {2002%%; Shapire 20017, fing (20011
Wekefisld of af 1999
Proprietor pracictions/ percaprions of salet Allan and Morkham (20011 Cremisux und Culetis
changss o6, T {1, Edwards [2000)*; Huron
County Health Unit 1999 Hylond and
Curnmings{1999)74; Jones af ’p 999114 Markham and
Tong {20047 Parry o o ; Scineca and Eckrom
a 993)"; Scincen {1996Y"; Stanwick {1798 7*; The
Canference Boord of Canada [19961"; ‘fudu]\i;e Ash {2001)'F
Propristor predictions/ parceprions of cost  Gremisux and Oulette (20011*; The Confarance Board of
Canada {1 996F"; Dauglas County CHIP {2001}
Estimated numbars of overoas vishors Hodges gnd Makill (2001
Studies for whith funding sourte i unkaown
Proprisior predictions/ percaptions of soles Econgmisty Advisery Groy 1998},
changes P : The Publicon {2 0

siudies conducied by arganisctions or consultunts with some Jinks to the iobacco industry around the time of the study

Proprietor predictions/ percaplions of salms Masaftt o of (199
changes

Studies funded by ¢ huceo panies of

peironoge restaurants/bars
Public solf raparted spondingg/tima spent

Froprietor predictions/ percaptions of saies
changes

Propristor esfimatas of impact on
amployment

Propeletar pradictions/ perceplions of cost

i Sy Groups supporied by the tobacon industry
Public wif intgnticns ar ool Auspoll [20004'°; Decimn cosagrch (198817

oG 1996™; Charlton Resoarch {19941

Fobrizio of of [1995)'%, KEMG Barents
119971; Matlow (1999)%"; Nab

+ Na!
Rasicuront Associghion 199" Collars of
of ﬁw

¢abrizio et ol {1 9951°7; Mariin Auociotes
(19991* B

Advarn Marketing Info (199 ».
conomics | :
1995'%; Chomberlain Resourch
Consaﬁmnt; 16081, Dunham and
oW MRS 2001 7

% of al[1996)"; Gombes 191
KPMG Pact Marwick [1998); KPMG
{2001 ::; Marlow !}999}'* Marlow

Advo Karketl
i GROMIcH

[1994)*%; Mo 1008H9; Frice

Witerhousa 19941, Roper

] 5 el i1l H

Chomberdain Re

h@ﬁiﬁ; The Eppatein Gioup (97"

Sofiars st of (19991

Bold type = peer cavigwed; underine = shudy based on estimates of predicted chonges sather than estimates of actiual changes.

*Iot o random UTveY.
Onky waak avidence of cnnaction with the tobaceo induatry.

H
H

o

i 1Control for sconomic rends.

funded by the wbacco industry. o addition, the industry
studies were less likely o be published in the peer reviewed
ijerature. Almost all {94%) of industry supported studies,
compared to none of the studies funded Dy sources pther than
the tobacco indusiry. claimed a negative economic impact,
These resualls are consistent with a sirilar linkage between
robacro industry funding and conclusions in reviews of the
effects of secondhand smoke." Barngs and Bera™ identified
106 reviews of e relagion between secondhand smoke and
disease. Thirty seven per cent of these reviews concluded that

wanw. fobacgocentrol.com

passive smoking was not harmful to healths 74% of these
reviews were written by authors with tobacce industry affilia-
tons. Among reviews written by individuals with no industry
affliations, only 13% {13/75} reached the conclusion that pas-
sive smoking is not harmful & health. In logistic regression
analyses controliing for article quality, peer review status, arti-
cle topic, and publication year, the only {actor associated with
conduding that passive smoking is not harmful was whether
41 author was affitiated with the tobacdo industry {odds ratio
384, p < 0.001}
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Yoble 3 Quolity of studies supported by the tobiacco industry compared with those
that are not

Industry supported

Parcant of studies . . studios Mon-industry studies Cdd ratios ($5% CH P Vakue
Including on ohlactive 18% (530 0% 530/6055"”"'”“‘“ 52 |17 15.4} 0.003
oulcorne mecsure LS

Meating ol four 0% 10431 35%{2“60}’”"”"‘“ Infinite

mgihgofoaiml critaria o ah a0 SL5 W

Subjact to pesr ravigw % /ant 33%{23/60}’” aass (85 240 142,91 0.005

Sk 4k T PR TSIT IR FLRAES

Ci, confidance Intervals.

Toble & Findings of higher quality studies

Cao:h»iﬂﬂquaﬁwimgadi
Yas L] ¢ p Yalue
Maaﬁngcﬁ!ozwﬁagolu%mia 0% {0/2Y 100%[2!/2!3’“””3‘““ 1513 0.000
{n=21} PP TR A

indudirg on objective measure 19% {73 BE%;.’!O/S?]’”"“”"“‘ 7464 0006

in=37} [t

Funded by wource clegely 0% {0760} TOO% [GO/604 23 »®  g238 0000
! nt of the obaced 356 EB7F O 100-100 108-112 113

indsiry {neb0}

Ponr reviewed {n=24} 4% {124} - 96% (23/24) suawiens 1409 0000

Mnrwum L3t

Toble 5 Quality of studies among those that raported @ negotive impact

Yes - No " per
Tioaing ol four Siegel crteria 0% (0/35] ToO% PS/35 PAT N 1513 0000

Ar-4} 0¥ 49 153108 Hd

including an objective maqsurs 2% /38T BO% [20/35) 8% won 764  0.006

o108 114
Funded by soutce clearly 0% {0/35) 100% {35/35) wawn  §8BE0  0.000
indugendent of lobacco industry S7_43 00T O 100508 116
Pear raviewsd 3% (A5 7% [4/35 R nwst 1408 0000
WRT o IOE-108 E3 s

o
Table 6 (Odds rofios for indicaters of lower quality among studies with negafive

i
i i
5% conclusions compared fo sudies not concluding a negative impact !
H §
E % Bruling o % not finding a negative Odds raties g !
] nagative outcome  outcame {55% Cj alue E
; Including only subjective 50% [28/351 7 H 52% Py Ralahakakihl A0 NAwee 0007 i
;  oulcome masUres 2047 9 LER 00 HHE 7P 100100 WA 13
i Funded by the tobotco 94% (29/31 7" AT R Infiniia 0.001 l
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The possibility of publication bias always exists. It is possi-
ple that studies by those sympathetic 1o public health goals
that detect a negative impact would be less likely 1o be
submitted for publication. OB the other hand those funded by
the tobacco industry would be similarly unlikely to refease
studies detecting Do pegative impact. We have made every
effort to identily all studies done on the effects of smoke-free
laws and regulations on the hospitality industry. The fact that
the tobacco industry bas @ strong motivation to publicise ali
negative studies adds to our confidence that we have not
missed 2 substantial number of studies concluding a negative
economic imnpact.

Siegel's criteria arc a valuable ool for assessing the quality
of studies on the economic impact of smoke-free policies in
the hospitality industry. Our findings suggest that policymak-
ers can make a quick preliminary assessment of study quality
by asking three questions:

{1) Was the study funded by a source cearly independent of
the tobacco industry?

{2) Did the study objectively measure what actually happened.
or was it based on subjective predictions of assessments?

{3) Was it published ina peer reviewed journal?

Of 1he 33 seudies-on this topic published that concluded a
negative impact, none have been funded by a source clearly
independent of the tobacco industry, and none have both used
an objective measurc and been peer reviewed. In fact, 80% of
these studies passed none of these basic tests of quality. with
ali 21 of the well designed studies finding that smoke-free
restaurant and bar taws had no negative {mpact on revenue of
jobs, policymakers can act 1o protect workers and patrons
from the toxins in secondhand smoke confident in rejecting
predictions that there wiil an adverse economic fmpact.
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Studies that Measure the Fconomic Impact of
Smoke-free Policies on the Hospitality Industry

An extensive body of literature shows that smoke-free taws have Do negative effect on the hospitality industry. The results of 22 studies involving 12 states are summarized
below. The first two review the smoke-free literature in its entirety. The next 20 sources, organized alphabetically by author, look at specific cities or regions of the
country and specific sectors of the hospitality industry where smoke-free ordinances have been implemented. Each study is coded to show whether it addresses the effect of
smoke-free policy on specific areas of interest, such as restaurants, bars, hotels, revenues, sales tax, employment, tourism, gambling, air quality, and/or public opinion.
Much of this research, highlighted in bold type, has appeared in scientifically-published, peer-reviewed journals. State health departments, public universities, and private
think tanks have also contributed to the smoke-free literature. After analyzing ordinances from various parts of the country during different econemic cycles, these studies
have consistently shown that smoke-free laws have not hurt the hospitality industry, and in fact, may even be good for it.

ﬂﬁmmmzam_vmmnww_:m_.:.mmr,;.a.rirw:
A comprehensive review of scientifically sound studies shows that
smoke-free ordinances had no negative effect on the hospitality
industry. Researchers examined 145 studies that claimed to analyze

Scolla, Michelle and Anita Lal (2004). Summary the economic impact of smoke¥fe policics on the hospitality

of Studies Assessing the Economic Impact of industry. 21 studies were methodologically sound {using objective

Smoke-free Policies in {he Hospitality Indastry. Summary/Compilation of Smoke-Free Studies | measures such as sales receipts, controlting for outside factors and
Melbourne: VicHealth Centre for Tobacco trends, using appropriate statistical tests, and including duta prior to
Control. rﬂv%ﬁ%ﬂ.ﬁ?au@nz:? and following implementation of the smoking ban), and showed that
%~o@£sﬂ%:!3n4ﬁ%. smoke-free policies did not adversely affect the economic heatth of

restaurants and bars. Studies showing a negative economic impact

were based on magaonﬂa, unverified data and estimates, were
methodotogically flawed and largety funded by the tobacco industry.

Source Region Sector

A comprehensive review of scientifically sound studies shows that
smoke-free ordinances had ro negative effect on the hospitality
industry. Researchers analyzed o7 studies that focused on the
economic impact of smoke-free laws on restaurants, bars, recreational
Seollo, M., A, Lal, A. Hyland, and 5. Glantz (2003). venues, hotels, and ﬂznwa,. Reviewers assessed these studics based
Review of the Quality of Studies on the Summary/Compilation of Smoke-Free Studies 1 on their overall aﬁ.m.? which cﬁm_ﬁ& the use of objective data, a
Economic Effects of Smoke-Free Policies on the pre-/post study design, and statistical methods. The paper concludes
Hospitality Industry. Tobacco Control 12; 13-20. that lower quality studies {which used subjective data, received
tobacco indusiry funding, and were not subject to peer-Teview
requirements) were more likely to find 2 negative association
between smoke-free laws and the hospitality industry. In contrast,
well-designed, high quality studics found either no impact, of 4
positive association between smoke-free laws and the hospitality
industry’s overall sales and employment.
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 Region Sector®
Massachusetts
Amherst, Andover, Atlington,
Attleboro, Bedford, Belmont,

Brookline, Chicopee, East

Source

Bartosch, W.J. and G.C. Pope (2002). Economic Longmeadow, Fasthampton, R,S
Effect of Restaurant Smoking Restrictions on Foxborough, Greenfield,
Restaurant Business in Massachusetts, 1992- Holden, Holyoke, Lee, LenoX,
1998, Tobacco Control 11(Suppl 1) {i38-ii41. Lexington, Longmeadow, B, RV
Medfield, Montague,
Northampton, Norwell,
Plainville, Plymouth, Reading,
Sharon, South Hadley,

Southampton, Stockbridge,
Sunderiand, Tewksbury, West
springfield

Results/Description/Conclusion

Smoke-free laws do not affect overall restaurant sales in the
Massachusetts communities inclided in the anmalysis. This s a
follow-up to a 1999 study and uses additional data to examine the
economic effects in cities and towns with and without smoke-free
ordinances between Januaty 19972 and December 1998, Seasonal
changes and changes in county population and per capita income r¢
the only factors shown to have an effect on restaurant and aleohol

revenue.

Massachusetts

Amherst, Andover, Arlington,
Attleboro, Bedford, Belmont,

Brookline, Chicopee, East
Bartosch, W.J. and .C. Pope (1999). The Longmeadow, Easthampton,

Feonomic Effect of Smoke-Free Restaurant Foxborough, Greenfield, R, 3

Policies on Restanrant Business in Holden, Holyoke, Lee, Lenox,

Smoke-free faws do not cause & significant change in communities’
overall meal and alcohol revenues. Only seasonal changes and
changes in 3 community’s population were shown to have an effect
on restaurant and bar revenues. Researchers compared aggregate
restaurant receipts in 32 Massachusetts communities that adopted
smoke-free restaurant and/or bar policies between Jannary 1992 and

December 1993

with the receipts of 203 communities that did not.

Mixed-beverage revenue analyses indicate that sates of alcoholic

beverages were

ot affected by the EI Paso smoke-free ordinance.

Researchers from the Texas Department of Health (TDH) and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention {CDC) examined
restaurant and bar revenues 12 years before and 1 year after El Paso,

Texas enacted
Restaurant, bar,

its smoke-free ordinance on January 2, 2002.
and mixed-beverage revenues varied by quarter {and

were found to be highest between the October-December quarter).

Massachusetts, Journal Q.. Public Health Lexington, Longmeadow, B, RV
Maragement Practice 5(1): 53-62. Medfield, Montague,
MNorthampton, Norwell,
Plainville, Plymouth, Reading,
Sharon, South Hadley,
Southampton, Stockbridge,
Sunderiand, Tewksbury, West
Springfield
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(2004). 1mpact of a Smoking Ban on Restaurant
and Bar Revenues—El Faso, Texas, 2002, ¥1Paso, TX R.B, S,
Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report SXT): RV
150-152.
Page2off
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Sgurce

Dai, Chifeng, et al. (2004). The Eeonomic Impact
of Florida’s Smoke-Free Workplace Law.
Gainesville: Bureau of Economic and Business
Research, Warring College of Business
Administration, University of Florida.

Florida

Daytona Beach, Ft. Lauderdale,
Ft. Myers, Gainesville,
Jacksonville, Lakeland

Melboume, Miami, Orlando,

Pensacola, Sarasota, Tallahassee

Tampa, West Palm Beach

Sector®

“Florida’s smoke-free law did

.ﬁnm.w_:w_@cmﬁ.%mwzﬁasﬁumwmw
. not negatively impact revenues and
employment. Using data from January 1990 to April 2004, the study
looks at the economic effect of Florida's smoke-free law on
restaurant and bar sales and employment levels within the state’s
leisure and hospitality industry. Among the six economic MEasures,
three—retail sales from restaurants, tunchrooms and catering
services; employment in drinking and eating establishments; and
employment in the leisure and hospitality sector—increased after
Florida’s smoke-free law went into effect. The other measures-—-
retail sales from taverns, night chubs, bars and liquor stores; retail
cales from recreational admissions; and  employment in
accommodations-—experienced no change after the law went into
effect.

Dresser, J., S. Boles, E. Lichtenstein, and L.
Strycker (1999). Multiple Impacts of a Bar
Smoking Prohibition Ordinance in Corvallis,

Oregon. Bugene: Pacifica Research Institute.

Corvailis, OR

B.GS,
RV

Corvallis, Oregon’s smoking ban appears 10 have no economic
impact on most bars, with an increase in nonsmokers offsetting a loss
in smokers. On July 1, 1998, Cotvallis, Oregon required all bars to
go senoke-free. Using four data sources {distilled spirits safes, malt
liquor sales, video poker sales, and alcohol sales), researchers find
that Corvallis’ smoke-free ordinance had generally no economic
mpact on bars. However, the evidence suggests that establishments
catering to video poker players did experience a decline in sales.
Overall, there appears to be a loss of some smokers to bars outside
Corvallis, however, this migration effect was offset by an increase in

non-smoking patronage.

Glantz, S.A. (2000). Effect of Smokefree Bar Law
on Bar Revenues in California. Tobacco Control
9(Spring): 111-112.

California

B, RV

Glantz concludes that (1) California’s smoke-free restaurant law
increased refail sales of cating and drinking establishinents, with a
larger increase following the epactment of smoke-free bars and {2)
the smoke-free restaurant law had no effect on bar revenues for those
businesses cstablished solety for the purpose of drinking. Clantz
investigates: (1) Whether California’s smoke-free restaurant law
harmed businesses that were both cating and drinking gstablishments
and {2} Whether California’s smoke-free bar law had negative effects
on bar revenues. He compares revenues for eating and drinking
establishments before and after January 1, 1995, when all restaurants
were required to g0 smoke-free. He also compares bar revenues
before and after January 1, 1998, when all bars were required to go
smoke-free.
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Glantz, S.A. and A,
and Hotel Revenues
Smoke-Free Restaura
the American Medical

Charlesworth (1999). Teurism
Before and After Passage of
nt Ordinances. Journal of
Association 281(20% 1911-

Region

California, Utah, Vermont

Boulder, CO; Flagstaff, AZ;, Los
Angeles, CA; Mesa, AZ: New
vork, NY; San Francisco, CA

Sector®

H RV, T

Results/Description/Conclusion -
Simoking bans either increased or had no effect on hotel revenues and | -

tourism. Researchers compared hotel revenues and tourism rates in 3§~

states and 6 cities. The authors found that smoke-free ordinances
increased hotel revenues in 4 localifies (Utah; Los Angeles,
California; Mesa, Arizona; and New York City, New York), had no
effect on revenues in 4 localities (California, Vermont; Boulder,
Colorade; and San Francisco, California), and slowed the rate of
increase in one city, Flagstaff, Arizona {which, at the time of the
investipation, was expanding its hotel stock). Smoke-free ordinances
were also shown to increase the number of Japanese tourists who
visited California and the number of European tourists who visited
New York City. As for the seven remaining locales, no significant
changes in tourist rates were observed, either before or after the
implementation of smoke-free policies.

and L.R.A. Smith (1997). The Effect
es Requiring Smoke-Free

n Revenues: A Follow-
f Public Health (87)10:

Glantz, S.A.
of Ordinanc
Restaurants and Bars ¢
Up. American Journal

Colorado

Aspen, Snowmass, and
Telluride

California

Auburn, Beverly Hills,
Beltfiower, El Cerrito, Lodi,
Martinez, Palo Alto, Paradise,
Roseville, Ross, Sacramento,
San Luis Obispo,

Anderson, David, Redding, San
Luis Obispo, Tiburon, Shasta
Co., Santa Clara Co.

R,B, S,

RV

Smoke-free ordinances were found to have no effect on aggregate
restaurant or bar sales. Researchers compared sales tax and total
retail sales for 15 cities with smoke-free restaurant ordinances against
15 cities without. They also compared bar sales for the first § cities
(Anderson, CA; Davis, CA; Redding, CA; San Luis Obispo, TA;
Tiburon, CA) and 2 counties (Shasta County, CA and Santa Clara
County, CA) requiring smoke-free bars with the bar sales of matched
cities and counties that did not (Red Bluff, CA; Chico, CA;
Healdsburg, CA; Sausalito, CA; Butte County, CA; and Alameda
County, CA).

» p=Regtaurant, B=Bar, H=Hotel, RV=Revenue, 5=
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~ Source

Glantz, S.A. and L.RA. Smith (1994). The Effect
of Ordinances Requiring Smoke-Free
Regtaurants on Restaurant Sales. American
Journal of Public Health (840)T: 1081-1085.

Region

Colorado
Aspen, Snowmass, Tetluride
California

Aubum, Beverty Hills,
Bejfiflower, El Cerrito, Lodi,
Martinez, Palo Alto, Paradise,
Roseville, Ross, Sacramento,
San Luis Obispo

Sector™

R, 5, RV

Resnlts/Deseription/Conclusion

This is the first study that used taxable restaurant sales to examine the
economic impact of smoke-free laws on business as well as the first
study to find that smoking bans generally do not harm restauranis.
Researchers compared sales tax and total retail sales for 15 cities with
smoke-free ordinances against 15 cities, similar in population,
income, and smoking prevalence, where an ordinance was not in
force. Among the 15 communities, the data show that restaurant
sales from 1986 through 1993 remained unchanged as a fraction of
total retail sales. There was some evidence that retail sales to
restaurants increased in Bellftower and Martinez, but may have
decreased in Roseville. When compared to cities without a smoke-
free ordinance, sales also appeared to increase in Palo Alto but
decrease in Paradise. It is not clear what factors may have driven
these changes.

Glantz, S.A. and R. Wilson-Laots (2003). No
Association of Smoke-free Ordinances with
Profit from Bingo and Charitable Games in
Massachusetts. Tobacco Control 12: 411413,

Massachusetts

Communities that permitted
charitable gaming between 1985
and 2001 {not listed in study)

G, RV

Statistical analysis suggests that observed revenue declines in bingo
were not-related to community smoking bans. Using annual bingo
receipts for the years 1985 through 2001, researchers found that net
profits from charitable gaming in Massachusetts fell over time. This
trend preceded the passage of local smoke-free ordinances in the
state.

Goldstein, A.O. and R.A. Sobel (1998).
Environmental Tobacco Smoke Regulations
Have Not Hurt Restanrant Sales in North
Carolina. North Carolina Medical Journal.
(59)5: 284-287.

North Carolina

Craven Co., Halifax Co.,
Orange Co., Wake Co.,
Buncombe Co.

RRV

The authors conclude that there were no differences in restaprant
sales among the ten counties studied in either the period {1890- 1993)
before smoking bans were implemented or in the peried {1994-1997)
after. Researchers compared the impact of smoke-free ordinances on
restaurant sales in ten North Carolina counties—five which had a
smoke-free ordinance (Craven, Halifax, Orange, Wake, and
Buncombe) and five that did not {Rockinghamn, Brunswick, Cabarrus,
Mecklenburg, and Davidson).
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Source

Hayslett, LA, and P.P. Huang (2000). Impact of
Clean Indoor Air Ordinances on Restaurant
Revenues in Four Texas Cities: Arlington, Austin,
Piano and Wichita Falls 1987-1999. Bureau of
Disease, Injury and Tobacco Prevention. Texas
Department of Health.

Region

Texas

Atlington, Austin, Plano,

Wichita Falls R,5,RY

Sector®
This study. finds
_increased restaurant Tevenues across four Texas cities. Arlington,

Results/Description/C nelusion

that smoke-free ordinances had either no @Qa.mm or

Austin, Plano, and Wichita Falls, Texas implemented smoke-free
restaurant ordinances in July 1994, March 1996, August 1995, and
July 1995, respectively. These four cities have different geographies
in the state, as well as different econiomies. Researchers examined
thirteen years (1987-1999) of restaurant and retail sales data to took
at the effect of smoke-free ordinances on the economic heaith of
these cities, For Plano and Wichita Falls, the smoking ban hwed no
impact on restaurant revenues. For Arlington and Austin, the smoke-
free ordinance was associated with ap increase in restaurant revenues,
With respect to restaurant revenue as a proportion of total retail
revenue, the smoke-free ordinance was found to have no effect in
Austin, Plano, and Wichita Falls. In Arlington, the smoking ban was
shown to increase the city’s restaurant sales as a proportion of total
retail revenue.

Huang, P., et al. (1995), Assessment of the Tmpact
of a 100% Smoke-Free Ordinance on Restaurant
Sales——West Lake Hills, Texas, 1992-1994.
Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report 44(19):
370-372.

West Lake Hills, TX ®,RV

The study concludes that there were no adverse economic effects
associated with West Lake Hills’ simoke-free ordinance. On June 1,
1993, West Lake #ills, Texas impiemented a smoke-free ordinance
requiring all commercial establishments, including restaurants and
restaurants with bars, to be 100 percent smoke-free. Researchers
examined aggregate monthly sales from 7 restaurants before and after
the ban,

Hyland, A. and J. Tuk (2001). Restaurant
Employment Boom in New York City. Tobacco
Controf 10(Summer}): 199.

New York City, NY

(Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan,

Queens, Staten Jsiand) R,E

Nassau Co., Westchester Co.,
Rockland Co.

This study finds no Jecrease in restaurant employment following the
passage. of New York City’s smoke-free ordinance. Researchers
compared the number of restaurant employees per month between
April 10, 1994, one year before NYC required all smoke-free
restaurants, and April 10, 1999, four years after the law’s
implementation. In addition to looking at employment data for the
city’s five boroughs-—Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, and
Staten Island—researchers also included the nearby counties of
Nassau, Westchester, and Rockland, They conclude that more than
2,000 restaurant employees were employed in NYC four years pust-
ban; this was an I8 percent increase from 1990. While all five
boroughs experienced an increase in restaurant employment, Bronx
and Richmond counties outpaced other regions at 36 percent and 31
percent, respectively.

Page 6 of 8

* R=Restarrant, B=Bar, H=Hotel, RV=Revenue, §=Sales Tax, FEmployment, T=Tourism, G=Gambling, AQ=Air Quality, pO=Public Opinion

Bold Type Source = Peer reviewed




Source Region Sector® _ Results/Description/Conclusion
Hytand, A. and K.M. Cummings (1999)- . After randomly surveying 434 New Yotk City restaurateurs,
Restaurateur Reports of the F.conomic fmpact of < New Yark City, NY Hmawu%mww determined that New York City’s Smoke-Free Adr Act
the New York City Smoke-Free Air Act. Journal R, PO had no effect on restaurant ales. 34 percent of smaller restaurants
of Public Health Management Practice 5{1): 37~ wqomﬁwﬂwowﬁmmwﬁﬂnwﬁ and 36 percent of restaurants with a%m areas reported a decline in
42, " business compared with 35 percent of larger restavrants  and
restaurants without bar areas reporting simitar results.
New York City’s smoking ban was not shown to affect employment
in ot the growth of the city’s hospitatity industry. Researchers looked
at the number of restaurants and restaurant employees in New York
City (comprised of the five boroughs of Manhattan, Bronx,
Richmond, Kings, and Queens), three nearby counties (MNassau,

Hyland, A. and K.M. Commings {1999). New York City, NY Westchester, and Suffolk) and the rest of the state using data from
Restaurant Employment Before and After the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhatan R,E | two years before and after the passage of New York City's Smoke-
New York City Smoke-Free Air Act. Journal of D_wnoau Staten Island ’ Free Air Act. Between April 1993 and April 1997, New York City,
Public Health Management Practice 5(1): 22-27. i as well as the rest of the state, experienced increases in both the

Nassau Co., Westchester Co., sumbers of restaurants and restaurant employees. New York City's
Suffolk Co. restaurant employment growth was found to be more than three times
that of the entire state. Brooklyn was the only county to show a
decrease in both restaurants and employment, however, Brooklyn
also lost population during the study period, making a dectine in
overall restaurant and restaurant employees likely.

Hyland, A., K.M. Cummings, and E. Nauenberg Rescarchers conclude that New York City’s smoke-free law did/not
(1999). Analysis of Taxable Sales Recipts: Was New York City, NY RS MMEN%..M&M Hw«%ﬁg w" 33@” wm.m gmw,mwa,wwwm wﬁﬁw MEASUTES
New York City’s Smoke-Free Air Act Bad for JH, ¢ level 0 e sales receipts before and atler the implementation
Restaurant o ness? Journal of Public Health wa%wwwqmwwwwﬂmwﬁ e o York City's Smoke-Free Air Act on April 10,1995.
Management Practice 5(1): 14.21. ?

W
This study suggests that New York City's smoke-free law has not
New York City Department of Finance, New York hurt the hospitality industry, and that New Yorkers approve of the
City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, New York City, NY CB.S.E wﬁ. M&Ma“%aa ,WQMMMMMW mw% MWM% of Mni.wwww Qmw,m mﬂawﬂ
; of Small Business ,B,S,E, | Free Alr AcL, enatte 30, , on the city's employment an
MMMMMNMW%MM% AWMMMMMW. Economic mao%wn”_wqmwﬂmwﬂ.mwﬁﬁ AQ,PO lits restaurant and _u.m* gales. Since the Mwﬁ._. went into effect,
Development Corporation (2004). The State of ’ employment in the city’s Bm.ﬁaaﬁm and bars increased by E,moa
Smoke-Free New York City: A One Year jobs while sales tax receipts increased 8.7%, of nearly $1.4 million.
Review. While the number of restaurants Ea‘ bars a.ﬁ not change, there was a
4% increase in the number of new liquor Licenses issued. Mortover,
69% of registered NYC voters approved of the smoking ban.
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Sector™ wmmisaﬁﬁu.mwasiﬂcnn_gwwm: _
Flagstaff, Arizona’s smoking ban had no effect on the city’s tourism.
The authors compared restaurant, motel and hote! sales data three-
and—a-half years before Flagstail's smoke-free restaurant law and
one-and-a-half years after its enactment. in comparison to Prescott,
Yavapai County, Yuma, Yuma County, and the state of Arizona,
Flagstafl's motel and hote! sales did not change before or after the
ordinance.

Region

Seurce

Sciacea, J.P, and ML1. Ratitff (1998). Prohibiting
Smoking in Restanrants: Effects oo Restaurant
Sales. American Journal of Health Promotion
12(3): 176-184.

Flagstall, AZ

Fort Wayne, Indiana’s smoke-free ordinance, enacted in January
1999, wma.._nq.a%a%.g.?% and beverage 1ax revenues. Styring, &
researcher for a prominent, conservative think-tank, tooked at the
tevels of Allen County tax revenue before and after the ban. He

Styring, W. 1l (2001). A Study of the Fort Wayne concluded that changes in Alien County Personal Income explained
(IN) Restaurant Smoking Ben: Has It Impacted the Fort Wayne, IN R,S,PO | over 96 percent of the change in food and beverage tax collections.
Restaurant Business? Indianapolis: Hudson Styring followed up his statistical analysis with a telephone survey of
[nstitute. 250 Allen County residents. Of the 238 residents who said they were

aware of Fort Wayne’s smoking ban, 164 (69%) said it made no
difference in their decision to patronize 2 restaurant; 39 (16%) said
the ban made it less Jikely and 35(15%) said the ban made it more
likely that they would patronize 8 restaurant.

policy Research
National Government Telations Department
September 2004
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